REPEAL OF AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION 
PROGRAM RESTRICTIONS 








HEARINGS 


BEFORE THE 


COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


BRIGHTY-FOURTH CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 


FEBRUARY 4 AND 8, 1955 


Printed for the use of the Committee on Agriculture 


Serial D 


os 


UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON : 1955 











COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
HAROLD D., COOLEY, North Carolina, Chairman 


W. R. POAGE, Texas 

GEORGE M. GRANT, Alabama 

E. ©. GATHINGS, Arkansas 

JOHN L. McMILLAN, South Carolina 
THOMAS G, ABERNETHY, Mississippi 
CARL ALBERT, Oklahoma 
WATKINS M. ABBITT, Virginia 
JAMES G. POLK, Ohio 

CLARK W. THOMPSON, Texas 
PAUL C. JONES, Missouri 

JOHN C, WATTS, Kentucky 
HARLAN HAGEN, California 
LESTER R. JOHNSON, Wisconsin 
VICTOR L. ANFUSO, New York 
ROSS BASS, Tennessee 

COYA KNUTSON, Minnesota 

W. PAT JENNINGS, Virginia 

D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, Florida 


CLIFFORD R. HOPE, Kansas 
AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Minnesota 
WILLIAM 8. HILL, Colorado 
CHARLES B. HOEVEN, Iowa 

SID SIMPSON, Illinois 

PAUL B. DAGUE, Pennsylvania 
RALPH HARVEY, Indiana 
HAROLD O. LOVRE, South Dakota 
PAGE BELCHER, Oklahoma 
CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE, Maine 
WILLIAM R. WILLIAMS, New York 
KARL C, KING, Pennsylvania 
ROBERT D,. HARRISON, Nebraska 
MELVIN R. LAIRD, Wisconsin 
HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, Utah 


DELEGATES 


E. L. BARTLETT, Alaska 
MRS. JOSEPH R, FARRINGTON, Hawaii 


RESIDENT COMMISSIONER 
A. FERNOS-ISERN, Puerto Rico 


Mrs. Maset C. Downey, Clerk 
Gero, L. Rew, Jr., Assistant Clerk 
JouHN J. HEIMBURGER, Counsel 

Francis M, LEMay, Consultant 


II 








CONTENTS 


Statement of— Page 
Avery, Hon. William H., a neenenee in Congress from the State 
i I ee, es os ce 4 
Berry, Hon. E. Y., a escasmevnengtn in Congress from the State of 
South Dakota___--_- 15 
Christopher, Hon. George H., a Representative in “Congress from the 
DRS D'F callibegian. 7 epabaippailise \rcredan saa Lape eat 22 6 
Hope, Hon. Clifford R., a Representative in Congress from the State 
On CG anid ete. dt. he an onde coe 2 
Johnson, Hon. Lester -R., a Representative i in Congress from the State 
of Wisconsin ___- 8 
Jones, Hon. Paul C., a Representative in Congress from the State of 
Missouri_____ - 7 
Lovre, Hon. Harold O., a Representative in Congress from the State 
ee i. ie U's nk CE 10 
McConnell, James A., Administrator, Commodity Stabilization Serv- 
ice, United States Department of Agriculture feb Mae e e088 1 
Polk, Hon. James G., a Representative in Congress from the State of 
ae 9 
Watts, Hon. John C., a Representative in Congress from the State of 
Kentucky_..._______- Bema ben 5 acute lbalat 11,17 
Wilson, Hon. Earl, a Representative in Congress from the State of 
PMNS 3k. Sica. sas GstusUbat Wo0n<. oo. cia uaLicin ual 12 











REPEAL OF AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
RESTRICTIONS 


FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 4, 1955 


Hovusm oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION AND 
Crepits oF THE CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 1014, 
New House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage, chairman of the sub- 
committee, presiding. 

Mr. Poagr, The subcommittee will come to order. 

We have before us a number of bills. All of these bills have the 
same general objective of repealing what is known as the Holland 
amendment. I do not believe the authors of any of the bills have ar- 
rived, There are about 12 or 15 of them. ‘Therefore, I think we 
shall start with the Department and see what you gentlemen would 
say about this legislation. You understand there are 13 different bills, 
and they all have exactly the same objective. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. McCONNELL, ADMINISTRATOR, COM- 
MODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL- 
TURE 


Mr. McConne ut. All I can say is that the Department favors the 
repeal of section 348. We have observed the effects of it long enough 
to believe that it has no particular effect in controlling what it was 
aimed to control, to keep people within their allotments, and we think 
there are other means which are already in effect. The marketing 
quotas do that very effectively. 

On the smaller farms it affects farmers’ corn allotments. It affects 
farmers with wheat allotments of less than 15 acres. It affects to- 
bacco growers who, through referendums, have voted not to accept 
price ce ghee In other words, the tobacco people go out and hold a 
referendum and agree not to accept price supports, and then they find 
that they cannot have the freedom of growing the number of acres 
they want to and still get ACP benefits. 

It affects a great number of farms. More than a million farms will 
be affected. ft is a very unpopular thing with the farmers. They feel 
there is no connection between price support and ACP, and I think 
they are right in that. 

Mr. Poaae. In other words, it is not primarily a matter of keeping 
a person from getting price supports. The repeal of this amendment 
would not give him price support on his overplantings, but woul) let 
him go along with his ACP payment. 

1 
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Mr. McConne tt. In other words, this is a conservation measure 
and has no particular relation to price support. 

Mr. Hiut. Mr. McConnell, I am sure you understand where this 
amendment came from. Mr. Poage and I both opposed it in confer- 
ence. The House never considered this for a minute. It was only 
when we had the conference report back on the floor of the House, 
and all you can do is accept or reject.a conference report. Frankly, 
this was slipped in the bill after the House had passed it. I do not 
know whether it will have any better reception over in the conference 
than it had before. 

I think I know what our subcommittee will do. 

Mr. McConne tt. There are at least three bills in the Senate on the 
same subject. 

Mr: Poaae#. Is there anything further, Mr. McConnell? 

Mr. McConne.u. No. That is our position on it. 

‘‘Mr. Poaas. Mr. Hope, we are trying in this subcommittee to start 
at 10 o’clock. We do not know whether we shall succeed or not. 
You are the first of the authors to arrive. 1 wonder if you care to 
be heard now. , 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD R, HOPE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH DISTRICT OF KANSAS 


Mr. Horr. I should like very much to be heard, because I shall 
have to leave sometime soon. I have a statement I should like to 
make on the matter. It will be very brief. 

I am interested, of course, in hearing what the Department has 
to say. 

~ Poacey. The Department has already said it is in favor of 
repeal. 

Mr. Horr. That is what I understood. 

I particularly wish to say, Mr. Chairman, something which you 
already know and which Mr. Hill knows, because we were all three on 
the conference committee on the Agricultural Act of 1954, which 
considered section 348 which we are trying to repeal at this time. I 
believe you will agree with the statement I am about to make, that 
the House conferees held out to the very last against the so-called 
Holland amendment. This was the last amendment that was agreed 
to in the bill. 

There were certain circumstances that seemed to make it impossible 
for us to get that amendment out of the bill, but we were all against it. 
I am against it as a matter of principle, in that I do not believe we 
should mingle these two programs. I believe the conservation pro- 

am and the crop control program should be kept separate. I be- 
ieve the matter of conservation is too important to be tied to another 
program. 

I do not mean to say there are not certain considerations which 
should be given to conservation in connection with the crop control 
program or that that program should not, so far as possible, be 
framed along the lines of good farming. Of course, we all want, that 
to be done, but I do not believe either of the programs should be 
made contingent upon the other. That was the basis of my opposi- 
tion when we had the matter up in the conference committee, as well 


as now. 
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I note there are some bills before the committee which would simply 
repeal this provision as it relates to wheat. Those bills no doubt have 
been introduced because at the present moment the effect of this 
legislation appears to be most apparent in the case of wheat because 
of the 15-acre provision, which many farmers I think have mistakenly 
construed to mean that they are in compliance with acreage allotments 
when they are within the 15-acre limitation, which of course is not 
true. I have had a good many complaints from wheat farmers, not 
very many from my own State, some of whom think there is an 
element of bad faith in this because they understood, wrongly of course, 
that if they did not plant more than 15 acres they were in compliance. 
Now they are being told by the county committees, and told properly 
of course, that they are not eligible for conservation payments, if they 
have planted more than their allotted acres. 

I am mentioning that because I do not think we should do a half-way 
job on this. If we do anything about the matter at all—and I hope 
we do something—then we should repeal the entire provision. 

There is just one other circumstance to which I wish to refer, and 
that is that there has been in the law for many years a provision which 
related only to cotton. You had to be in compliance with the cotton 
acreage allotments in order to receive payments. I am not one to 
argue too strongly if the members from the cotton-producing areas 
wish to retain that provision. Although I am against the provision 
on the principle of any crop control program, since it has been in 
effect a great many years and apparently, without causing any great 
difficulty or any demand for its repeal, I would not want to oppose 
making an exception if that is desirable in the cotton-producing area. 
But I would prefer that the committee report out a bill which flatly 
repeals section 348. 

r. Poaas, Mr. Hope, as I understand it, your bill does not affect 
that cotton provision, 

Mr. Hope. I think it does. I was not sure about it, myself, but I 
copeuiven with our committee counsel this morning, who tells me it 

oes. 

Mr, Bass. Mr. Chairman, do we have some copies of the bill we 
are discussing? 

Mr. Poaas. Yes. Mr. Reid will distribute copies. We are discuss- 
ing at the moment Mr. Hope’s bill, H. R. 1573. Mr. Avery’s bill is, 
I aan absolutely identical with Mr. Hope’s bill. Then we have 
11 other bills, some of which are identical and some of which contain 
slight variations. We shall of course listen to all of the authors who 
desire to be heard, and shall discuss any possible differences in the bills. 

I do want us to have it clear about the cotton situation. John, it 
is your opinion this bill does repeal the cotton provision as well as the 
Holland amendment? 

Mr. Hemsurcer. Yes, it would, Mr. Chairman. You see, sec- 
tion 348 of the act. was the one which was amended in conference to 
provide this situation. Section 348 had applied only to cotton. We 
rewrote it to apply to all crops. If we now repeal the section, we repeal 
the application of this principle to cotton. 

Mr. Poags. Are there any questions of Mr. Hope? If not, we 
thank you, and will excuse you as a witness, Mr, Hope. We invite 

ou now to sit in as a member of the committee. Mr. Hope is a mem- 
er of the subcommittee. 
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Mr. Hope. I shall do that as long as I can remain. 

Mr. Poaas. Mr. Hope is a member of this subcommittee so he will 
sit with us here as a member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. Bass. Mr. Chairman, I arrived late. I dislike bringing this 
up, but being a new member of the committee, I should like to know 
exactly what the bill purports to do. I have not had an opportunity 
to study this bill. 

Mr. Poace. I wonder if we cannot save a little time, Mr. Bass, by 
simply doing this: We have heard the Department and we have heard 
Mr. Hope. We are going to call other authors of bills. There are 12 
bills. As they explain their bills, I wonder if they will not answer your 
question. 

Mr. Bass. I should like them to because, as my distinguished 
colleague here was talking, I could not get the full content of the dis- 
cussion because I am not familiar with the act. 

Mr. Poaace. Surely. 

Mr. Bass. I might be called on to vote, and I wish to know exactly 
what it is we are considering. 

Mr. Poacer. As the authors discuss their bills, I think they will 
answer your question. 

I - going to call Mr. Avery now, who I believe is the next author to 
speak, 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. AVERY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST DISTRICT OF KANSAS 


Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Poage. 

I certainly appreciate the opportunity to be heard on this bill. 
I especially appreciate the opportunity, Mr. Chairman, because I 
think the only time I have ever talked to you has been when you were 
peeling over a subcommittee of the Committee on Agriculture. I 

elieve the last time was out at Topeka when you held hearings on 
what we then called the Poage bill, which later was substantially 
enacted into law as the Hope-Aiken bill. 

I should like to answer Mr. Bass’ question so we can all start off 
together here. 

Section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, Mr. Bass and other 
members of the committee, stated that any farmer who had not met 
his acreage allotments, as set out by the Department of Agriculture 
through his county committee, would be ineligible for any incentive 
payments for soil conservation practices. As explained by the coun- 
sel, it was a comprehensive stipulation that included all crops. 

Originally, as I understand it, it applied to only cotton; but section 
348 was amended so it applied to all crops, and “all crops” takes in 
the metes and bounds of the whole United States. 

I want to endorse everything my senior colleague from Kansas said. 
I feel a little humble appearing before this committee on the same 
bill on the same day that he does. I am a new Congressman, and of 
course he has been here for more than one term. 

There are three points I should like to make. The first point I 
think Congressman Hope has already made: The conservation program 
for both soil and water should stand on its own feet and should not be 
encumbered by any restrictions such as section 348 places on it. I 
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will not go into that. I think Congressman Hope pretty well covered 
that. 

I might say that I think, of all the controversial issues in Kansas, 
this is one program which is not controversial and has the support 
and good will and the conviction of almost every citizen there. 

There are two sidelights I should like to bring up about this. They 
may not come up in later testimony. In the first place, I should 
like to state that I do not look upon soil conservation payments as 
strictly a subsidy payment. In fact, I do not consider it a subsidy 
payment at all. I think probably persons not directly interested in 
agriculture tend to classify it as just another subsidy. In my opinion, 
it is not a payment whereby a farmer receives any direct benefit and, 
beyond that, it is a two-way deal. The farmer naturally makes a 
contribution. Always at least half is contributed by the farmer 
himself. He recovers that in a long period of years, we hope, by 
increased production. 

As far as the public is concerned, it is an altogether different proposi- 
tion. It is an investment, and not a subsidy, to my way of thinking. 
By that I mean we are stabilizing our production of food and main- 
taining the fertility of our soil, not for those of us who are here now, 
but for generations yet to come, maybe 100 or 200 years from now. 
Because of that, I do not feel that this should be classed along with the 
subsidies which are carried and usually thought of in the agriculture 
program. It just backs up what has already been said. It is a 
program which stands on its own feet and should not be classified and 
considered along with the other phases of the program. 

Perhaps that is a little intangible. The other point I wish to make 
particularly is not intangible but is very concrete. 

As you know, in the Midwest—certainly, Chairman Poage, you 
know—we have just finished a 3-year drought and we do not know 
for sure—— 

Mr. Poaae. I hope we have finished it. 

Mr. Avery. Maybe we are just starting on the fourth year, and 
we do not know whether we are out of it yet. In northeast Kansas, 
which is my district, and I think in most of Kansas, practically all of 
the water conservation work and practices which have been done 
have been as a result of the incentive payments through the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture which started back under the old PMA. Of 
course, we have changed the alphabetic designation several times, but 

ou are familiar with what I mean. Of course, the Soil Conservation 

ervice has made a great contribution with their engineering, but they 
are not a paying agency and would not be Feectly elected by this 
amendment; only indirectly. 

I think we cannot overlook that much water conservation work has 
been done in northeastern Kansas. We are in a relatively high rain- 
fall area. We have the kind of terrain which is natural for water 
conservation work, and would come under the Soil Conservation 
Division. 

We are an area of small farms. This might be argumentative, 
because I live in a small-farm area. It seems to me that small farms. 
have felt the impact of these rather severe acreage allotments more 
intensely than have the larger farms. They have more alternatives 
on the larger farms than we have where we have only 80 acres or 120 
acres to farm, and we pretty nearly have to get something off all those’ 

58677—55——2 
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acres in order to be able to meet our overhead, besides raising a family 
and other things, which a farmer likes to do, too. 

With this restriction placed on there, I will not say it will stop but 
it will certainly retard all water conservation work in northeast 
Kansas. 

I think it might not be amiss to mention that oe Poage 
bill or Hope-Aiken law—it has a more dignified title in the statutes, 
but for all present intents you know what I am referring to—is not a 
complete substitute for the work done by soil conservation and the 
payments made by the Department of Agriculture. It is a substitute 
and a very desirable one, but it does not take the place of it. Perhaps 
it was the idea that when the Hope-Aiken bill was passed, we would 
not miss so much the incentive payments by the Federal Government 
for water conservation work. i do not think that is quite the true 
picture, especially in my district. The Hope-Aiken bill visualizes 
a district program, which is fine. I testified for it. I am for it. 

In Kansas while I was in the legislature, we worked out what we 
call a Watershed Act to set up the local authority so we could go 
ahead and work with the Hope-Aiken bill; but, as I said, that visualizes 
a district. 

The problem I am trying to get at is the man down on his individual 
farm. He may be ready to get some work done. Perhaps the district 
is not organized yet, or perhaps it does not need a district. Perhaps 
the work is all on his farm. Unless we continue this work by the 
Soil Conservation Service, encouraged by incentive payments, one 
fellow is going to get left out. I think that would be most unfortunate. 

I testified onger than I had planned. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Poacn. We appreciate your ee 

Has anyone a question for Mr. Avery? If there are no questions, 
Mr. Avery, we appreciate your testimony and thank you very much. 

Mr. Avery. I am glad to be here. 

Mr. Poaas. I believe the next author who has arrived is Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jonas. I see Mr. Christopher is here. I shall be here with 
the committee anyway, so perhaps he should be heard next. 

Mr. Poaas. Mr. Christopher, you have exactly the same bill. 

Mr. Christopher is a former member of this committee, and we are 
glad to have him as a witness. 

Mr. Jonus. He is a dirt farmer from Missouri, too. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE H. CHRISTOPHER, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE FOURTH DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 


Mr. CuristopHer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am glad to 
come back to my old committee. I am going to talk to you for just 
afew minutes. Probably there is not a man here who does not know 
just as much about the Holland amendment and what it is as I do, 

erhaps many of you know more about it than I do. I am sure of 
one thing. If it is allowed to stand, it will cut our overall participation 
over the Nation at least a million and a half farms, and we cannot 
afford to lose that. If we take the ACP payments away from the 
farms which need it the most, that is another bad feature of it. 

I do not care, personally, whether you cotton boys retain it or 
whether you let it go clear across the board. Paul Jones has the 
only cotton counties in my State, and I shall leave the decision con- 
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cerning the cotton provision entirely up to the boys who come from 
cotton sections. If they wish to get rid of it, you cotton boys can 
count on my throwing in my nickel’s worth. If you wish to retain 
it, that is all right. shall not go into what it does, because you 
fellows understand that. 

I tried to have my bill drawn—I said “have it drawn.” I did. 
I went over to the legal counsel and had it drawn. I told them what I 
wanted to do and, not being an attorney, I left it up to them to do 
what I wanted done. I would like to see that bill passed. 

I am not speaking of my bill in particular, because I have no 
pride of authorship, and I should be glad to pool my nickel’s worth 
with any of you other boys so that we get rid of the Holland amend- 
ment as it applies to the wheat and corn country at least, and get 
rid of it if possible by the 1st of April so that we have the precompliance 

eriod of April to July, July to October, and October to the Ist of 

anuary, in which the farmers could participate in the ACP program 
and get what little assistance they can, which is not very much on 
a small farm. 

As I understand the Holland amendment, if a man had no allot- 
ment at all and he sold 1 acre of wheat for chicken feed, it would 
bar him from receiving any assistance under the ACP program. 

That is all I am going to say on that, except that I want to work 
with you to get rid of that amendment as quickly and easily as we can. 

Thank you, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poacre. We thank you, Mr. Christopher. We are always 
happy to have you back with our committee. Come back and visit us. 

r. CoristorpHer. Thank you. 

Mr. Poaae. I believe Mr. Jones is next. I am trying to call the 
witnesses in the order in which the members came in. I want to 
repeat, | may be late tomorrow morning, but this subcommittee is 
going to try to meet on time. I will take these gentlemen in the 
order in which they came. 

Mr. Bass. I want to endorse that program, Mr. Chairman. I am 
very much in favor of it, and I wish I had known that before 10 
o’clock this morning. I would have been here. I have been accus- 
tomed to going to hearings at 10 o’clock and waiting until 10:30 for 
them to start. I thoroughly appreciate your attitude, and I assure 
you I will be here. 

Mr. Poaas. Mr. Jones, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL C. JONES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE TENTH DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Jonzs. My interest in introducing any bill at all is prompted, 
you might say, by just one instance, and I think it was a misunder- 
standing that many people had. I think even Members of Congress 
who supported the Holland amendment may have been confused to 
the extent that we felt, in the case of wheat particularly, that where 
& person was permitted to grow 15 acres without any allotment, he 
would not be in violation for overplanting. Yet I think it was over- 
looked by at least some that that would make him ineligible for his 
conservation benefits. 

From my discussion with some other members as well as people 
in my area, that is the principal thing that we should like to get rid 
of through this legislation. 
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The bill I offer, frankly, is the bill which Mr. Christopher and Mr; 
Hope and others had already introduced, with just a slight change in 
wording. I think they all strike at the same practice. 

As far as cotton is concerned, I think the reason that was put in 
there originally was as an additional penalty on those who might be 
inclined to overplant cotton, and the cotton producers were, I think, 
most interested in seeing a strict compliance with the acreage allot- 
ments in order that we could keep our program operating as efficiently 
as possible. I know at least in my section we had some people who 
might have been inclined to overplant and to accept the penalty for 
overplanting, but who in their other farm operations were kept in line 
by the fact that they might not obtain the ACP payments. 

That would be a debatable question even now, and I think that is 
one thing our committee will have to consider. My only purpose is 
to try to get this question before the full committee so we can deter- 
mine at that time what would be best. I know I would be agreeable, 
and I feel that most of the others would be agreeable, to trying to 
work out a plan which would permit at least 15 acres of wheat, 
restricted to feed, without having to suffer the penalty. I think that 
is what we are trying to get at in this bill. That is my purpose. 

Mr. Poaas. Are there any questions of Mr. Jones? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Johnson, 1 do not know whether you have a bill here. I do 
not have a copy of your bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE NINTH DISTRICT OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jonnson. I happen to be here this morning because I am 
interested in conservation. I called your office, but the line was busy, 
so I did not know what the hearing was taking up. 

Mr. Poacr. We are glad to have you here, but I did not know 
whether or not you had a bill. 

Mr. Jounson. I have a bill on the same subject, which is the same 
as Mr. Hope’s bill. 

Mr. Poaas. We shall be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Jonnson. We in Wisconsin are not interested from the wheat 
angle, but we are interested from the corn angle. Most of our corn 
is raised for silage corn, and the extra corn which is being raised is 
being used to feed dairy cattle. 

In my district I think very little of our corn is ever sold. It is all 
fed right on the farm, and our farmers complain that they are being 
penalized on their acreage where they want it for feed and silage. 
That is why they think it is unfair to them in their operations, and 
that is why they are for repeal. 

We are willing to go along just as the other members who have 
testified ; if the cotton fellows want to keep it, we in Wisconsin have no 
objection. 

Mr. Poacer. Are there any questions of Mr. Johnson? 

Thank you, Mr. Johnson. 

Now, Mr. Polk, you have a bill. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES G. POLK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SIXTH DISTRICT OF OHIO 


Mr. Poux. For the reporter, I am James G. Polk, representing the 
Sixth Congressional District of Ohio. 

Gentlemen, I should like to call your attention to a situation which 
exists in 1 of my 9 counties. The same situation exists in the other 8, 
but I do not have the figures for the other 8. 

In Brown County, Ohio, there are 1,800 wheat farms, and there 
are 3,000 corn farms. There are 271 farms having an allotment of 
over 15 acres of wheat, and there are 1,529 farms with less than 15- 
acre allotments. 

Under the Holland amendment, if any one of these 1,529 farmers 
grows more than his allotment, if he grows up to the 15-acre allotment 
that he is entitled to under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, he loses 
his agricultural conservation payments. 

Do I make myself clear? Remember, I am in an area of small 
farms and, as I have indicated here, in this one county there are 1,529 
wheat farmers who have allotments of less than 15 acres. Under 
the program as it is now set up, every one of those 1,529 farmers 
would be precluded from receiving any agricultural conservation 
program benefits. 

Mr. Horr. Will you yield at that point? 

Mr. Pox. Surely. 

Mr. Horr. Of course, they would not unless they had planted 
more than their allotment. They had not all planted up to the 15 
acres, had they? 

Mr. Potx. Many of them have. You must remember that many 
of these allotments are only 3, 4, and 5-acre allotments. 

Mr. Hops. I know. I am in thorough sympathy with your posi- 
tion, and so stated earlier in my statement as far as that is concerned. 
Of course, I think there is another element in there, and that is that 
most of the farmers misunderstood and do now misunderstand the 
nature of the 15-acre provision, in that they think they are in com- 
paeee if they plant less than 15 acres, which, of course, they are not. 

hey are not in compliance so far as the price-support program is 
concerned, but they can sell what they produce on 15 acres or less 
without paying a penalty when the marketing quotas are on. The 
do not realize that they are not actually in compliance, and I thin 
this thing has hit them pretty hard when they have been told by the 
county committees that they are not in compliance and therefore are 
affected by this legislation. 

Mr. Poxx. I appreciate your suggestion, Mr. Hope. That is 
certainly true. So I hope that this committee will favorably report 
out some of the bills. I introduced H. R. 1832. I know there are a 
number of other bills introduced. As other witnesses have said, I 
have no pride of authorship. If this committee decides to write up 
another bill, that is perfectly all right with me. I do feel that it is 
something which should be acted upon very quickly, because planting 
time is coming on us in many areas of the country. It is something 
which demands quick action. 

I certainly hope your committee will favorably consider this subject. 
I believe it is one of the most urgent problems we have facing us at 
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this particular time, because it affects so many of the small farmers, 
The big farmers are not affected so seriously as the small farmers, 

Are there any questions? : 

Mr. Poaas. Does anyone care to ask Mr. Polk a question? 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Polk, I have heard, not from my district but 
from other parts of the United States, that a args number of people 
growing wheat for poultry feed are being affected by this. 

Mr. Pox. I am glad you mentioned that, Mr. Johnson, because 
it is particularly true in my area that much of the wheat and much of 
the corn on these small farms is all fed on the farm. In many instances 
there is no marketing of the feed grains. They are fed on the farm. 
For that reason, it is a problem which is very, very serious with these 
farmers, and they lose all of their agricultural conservation benefits. 

Mr. Bass. I would like to ask one question. You are from the 
State of Ohio. Has the administration of the soil-conservation pro- 
gram in the past few years met with the general approval of the people 
of your State? 

Mr. Pox. You are speaking of soil conservation? 

Mr. Bass. That is right. 

Mr. Potx. We have two programs. We have the agricultural 
conservation program, which is a little different from the Soil Con- 
servation Service program. 

Mr. Bass. They are interlocking, though. 

Mr. Pox. There is some interlocking, 

I would say that the ACP program has been more satisfactory 
generally than the regular soil-conservation program; that the actual 
soil-conservation program has not reached enough farmers, while the 
ACP has vensiedl a great proportion, particularly of the smaller 
farmers. The larger farmers have been able to take advantage of the 
soil-conservation program where they have organized soil-conserva- 
tion districts and have worked out very elaborate programs for the 
Soil Conservation Service. The ACP has benefited our farmers ve 
largely with reference to lime. We are in an area where there is muc 
soil acidity, and there is much leaching of lime from the soil. We 
need to have an application of ground limestone regularly throughout 
our area. We receive the lime payments under the ACP program, 
which is being eliminated by the so-called Holland amendment. 
seem _ Any further questions? If not, we thank you so much, 

r. Polk. 

Mr. Potx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poaaes. Mr. Lovre I believe introduced a bill ahead of all the 
rest of us, so we would be glad to hear you, Mr. Lovre. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD O. LOVRE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Lovre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have been told not to press a matter when your case is won. I 
think this case is already won, so certainly I am not going to press it 
any further. 

I was told by our State administrator that in 1954, only 40 percent 
of our corn farmers complied with the allotment program. That 
being true, if this particular amendment is permitted to stand, it will 
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mean that 60 percent of our corn farmers will be denied ACP benefits. 
I do not think the two programs should be tied together, and definitely 
I am of the opinion that this bill should pass. 

Mr. Poacs. Are there any questions of Mr. Lovre? Thank you, 
Mr. Lovre. 

Is there any other Member of the Congress here to testify? 

Mr. Warts. I should like to make a statement. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Watts wishes to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. WATTS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SIXTH DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, while I am not a member of the sub- 
committee, this proposition ties itself in with two cardinal objectives 
the farmers of our country are trying to achieve. It works at cross 
purposes with both of them to a certain extent. 

One of the things we are attempting to achieve, as I see it, is the 
reduction of surpluses and the reduction of production as much as we 
can. If this payment is a payment to the individual himself, I see no 
sound basis for stimulating his total production and permitting him 
to draw the payments. Of course, looking at it as a soil-conservation 
payment for the perpetuation of the fertility of our soil, it is not fair 
to penalize the soil for what the individual does. I have had a number 
of resolutions from the different farm bureaus and tobacco groups in 
Kentucky, who think quite a bit of the Holland amendment because 
they feel that it has a tendency to curtail the production of excesses. 
We do now have a termendous surplus of tobacco on our hands, It 
was my hope that an amendment could be worked out in some way 
so as to relieve the situation of those people who were permitted under 
the law to raise 15 acres of wheat, who are allowed to do so and should 
not be penalized for it. 

I am familiar with the situation of the tobaccomen in Maryland. 
They voted out their quotas, but at the same time the Department 
carries them on a quota basis. I definitely feel that where quotas 
have been voted out, this provision should not prevail. 

I can also see reasonable ground for saying that where the production 
of grains for feed, like corn, or silage corn, is produced solely for con- 
sumption on the farm, perhaps the penalty should not be imposed on 
the farmers. 

As I said before, I can see, further, that if you consider it strictly as 
a payment for the benefit of the soil, it is not right to penalize that 
soil in future generations for what one farmer might do while he has 
possession of it. ~- 

If the bill could be amended in some way so as to take care of all 
the extraordinary situations that do arise where it works a real hard- 
ship, and at the same time keep that curb on the tendency to over- 
produce, I should think that would be a fine solution. 

Mr. Poacer. Thank you, Mr. Watts. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Watts? If not, I should like to 
point out that Mr. Earl Wilson, who is the author of H. R. 1859, has 
submitted a statement, and I will ask now that that statement be 
made a part of the record. Without objection, it will be made a part 
of the record. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. EARL WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 


Regarding H. R. 1859 which I introduced on January 10, 1955, in 
behalf of the farmers of my Indiana Ninth Congressional District in 
particular, and in behalf of all Americans in general, may I make these 

oints: 
First, section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
which H. R. 1859 would repeal, was a hurriedly passed amendment in 
the closing days of the 83d Congress. I am sure it was not properly 
noticed by a number of farm State legislators, and I am sure it was 
not given a full measure of consideration by others. 

Second, section 348 would automatically deny ACP assistance to 
any farmer who knowingly harvests any basic agricultural commodity 
on his farm which has been determined by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to be in excess of the acreage allotment for such commodity. 

Third, while this measure probably would not be hurtful to nonedible 
commodities such as cotton, it certainly would be hurtful to corn and 
wheat farmers of Indiana and elsewhere in the country who grow those 
grains on their farms for consumption by their own livestock. 

Fourth, to deny midwestern farmers—and Indiana is in the heart 
of the Nation’s richest farmland—would jeopardize the productivity 
of their land, which land actually is our country’s greatest asset in 
time of war or in time of peace. This is particularly true in this 
period when our national population is growing at a rate of several 
millions per year. 

I submit that we must do everything to preserve the fertility and 
productivity of this God-given heritage, the soil of America. To 
retain section 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act is a step in the 
opposite direction. Let us repeal it forthwith. 

Mr. Poags. I should like also to note for the record that Melvin 
Laird, the author of H. R. 2415, called me yesterday afternoon and 
advised me that he would necessarily be out of town this morning, 
and asked. that I express his interest in this legislation. I know we 
are all glad to know that he is interested in it. 

We have bills which have been presented by the Honorable E. Y. 
Berry, the Honorable James M. Quigley, the Honorable Morgan M. 
Moulder, the Honorable Myron George, the Honorable Carl Albert, 
the Honorable Watkins M. Abbitt. They have also presented bills 
on this same subject but are not here this morning. 

Mr. Koch, did you wish to testify on this matter? 

Mr. Ropert M. Kocu (executive secretary, National Agricultural 
Limestone Institute, Inc., Washington, D. C), I do not believe so. 
Thank you just the same. 

Mr. Poagsr. Does the Department have anything further? 

Mr. McConnetu, In the light of what I have heard, I should like 
to make this one further statement. 

If there is anybody in the United States who is concerned with 
surpluses, it is certainly the Department and the portion of the 
Department with which I am eonnected. It is my considered judg- 
ment, after studying this matter, that all the power that can be 
brought to bear on the objective of holding down overproduction is 
in the acreage allotments, backed up by marketing quotas, and any- 
thing else you do, like this measure, does not add to that. In other 
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words, you do a lot of work, go to a lot of expense, create a lot of 
hardships which have no relation to the overproduction. That is my 
one point. We feel that it will not change that pattern materially. 

I have never seen anything that has stirred up farmers in the 
Northeast as this thing has. You spoke of tobacco in Maryland and 
also in Pennsylvania. 

After listening to the testimony, I still feel that in the interest of 
eliminating cost and irritation, which do not achieve its end, the 
Department would like repeal of the bill. 

ne other thing on the cotton deal. The Department has no 
particular position on that, if the cotton people want it. We have 
never heard a single complaint that I know of from the South on 
this provision, which has been in there for years. 

Mr. Jones. You mean the cotton provision? 

Mr. McConne tu. Yes. The reason was because the market quota 
was working, and not this. The minute you put it in the rest of the 
country, all hell broke loose. It really did. 

Mr. Jonnson. I did not get that. What did you say was the reason 
you had no complaint from the cotton people? 

Mr. Poace. We have always been under quotas rather than just 
acreage allotments. 

Mr. McConnetu. The marketing quota was really the thing. 

Mr. Warts. It is because of tobacco that our folks take the position 
they do. I do not know what the tobacco folks at home feel about it. 
I assume if you are going to write this bill so as to exclude the cotton 
people—I am not saying you are—if the tobacco people as a whole 
should determine that they wanted the same provision retained for 
them that the cotton people have, that would have to be considered. 
The tobacco boys will have to see what they have in their mind about 
it. 

Mr. Jonnson. I wish to ask the man from the Department one 
question. 

Are you finding that you are creating a great hardship in the tobacco 
country? 

Mr. McConnetu. No, not where they have marketing quotas. 
Those are the ones that are doing the job of control. 

Mr. Jonnson. Tobacco is grown in Wisconsin, but not in my dis- 
trict. It is in the southern part of the State. 

Mr. McConne tt. The two tobacco areas which are complaining 
about it particularly are the ones that have held a referendum and 
voted not to have price supports. 

Mr. Poagces. The people who have acreage allotments but not mar- 
keting quotas are the ones who are being hurt. 

Mr. Hill has had to leave, and he asked us to proceed, but I think 
it would be well for us to hold off and not have an executive session 
on this today. If it meets with your approval, I will call an executive 
meeting of the committee in my office Tuesday morning at 10 o’clock, 
with the thought that in the meantime we will notify, and I will ask 
the clerk to notify, each member of the full committee that the sub- 
committee has met, has heard testimony on this bill, and is ready to 
act on it, but that we are advised there might be some question raised 
by the cotton and tobacco growers; and if anybody has any question, 
we want them to present it by Tuesday morning. 
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If there are witnesses who want to be heard, we can then have an 
open session. If not, we can have an executive session Tuesday 
morning, 

Does that meet with the approval of the subcommittee members? 

Mr. Hope. Mr. Chairman, as I understand Mr. McConnell’s posi- 
tion, it seems it is a self-evident fact that as far as cotton and tobacco 
are concerned, it does not make much difference. 

Mr. Poaaes. I do not think it does, either. 

Mr. Hope. It is just Tweedledee or Tweedledum whether we have 
it in or out, as far as the actual effect of it is concerned. 

While I do not think it should be a part of the legislation and would 
like to see it taken out altogether just as a matter of principle, I 
certainly would have no objection if the cotton and tobacco people 
want to continue the Holland amendment with respect to those ‘two 
commodities. Yet I do not see why it is of any importance to them, 
really. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Hope, as one who is interested deeply in cotton, 
I do not see that it makes any difference to us, either. If we will 
postpone action until Tuesday morning and give everyone an oppor- 
tunity to make any protest, if they have any, we can then take it 
up Tuesday morning if they do have a protest. If they have not, 
we can proceed to act. 

Mr. Bass. Mr. Chairman, speaking as a member of the committee 
who comes from a cotton and tobacco district—wheat and corn and 
all of that we have in my district, but principally tobacco and cotton 
as a money crop—lI do not believe that either the cotton people or 
the tobacco people seriously object to the amendment which restricts 
the payment, because they are primarily interested in keeping the 
production of both those commodities down to a minimum so that 
the overall program works better. 

If repeal would tend to stimulate interest and the overproduction 
of wheat and create additional surpluses in that particular part of 
our program, then I believe the cotton and tobacco people would 
object, on the theory that the wheat people should bring their pro- 
gram in strict compliance just as much as the tobacco and cotton 
people do. I think that would be their only objection to it, looking 
at the overall Agricultural Adjustment Act. I do not think there 
would be any selfish reason for their disagreeing, because I know 
they are vitally interested in keeping the production of those two 
commodities down to a minimum, 

Mr. Poace. Do you not think the only thing to do is to wait and 
give them this opportunity Tuesday morning? 

Mr. Bass. That is very satisfactory to me. I think that is a good 
idea, so they will have time to make their position clear. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, I think putting it off is excellent. The 
tobacco people who have corresponded with me are merely interested 
in the tobacco phase. They feel every impediment possible should 
be thrown in the way of overproduction. We have tobacco running 
out our ears. The farmers who are living within the program hate 
to see the farmer next door violate the tobacco program and get a 
premium for it. . 

I do not know what the complications would be in administering 
it for tobacco without cotton. if it has been administered for years 
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with cotton out, I do not see why it should not be continued for 
tobacco. 

I am speaking just for myself and my growers. Mr. Polk might 
have a different idea. I think if he would talk to his tobacco people, 
they are not in favor of people exceeding their tobacco quota. We 
have taken too many cuts in tobacco as it is, to encourage over- 
production in any sense; is that not true, Mr. Polk? 

Mr. Poxk. As far as I know, the tobacco people in my area do not 
feel that the ACP program has anything to do with the overproduction 
of tobacco. My people are very much interested in having the 
Holland amendment taken out. 

In the county that 1 mentioned a while ago, Brown County, Ohio, 
there are 2,500 tobacco farmers and, as far as I know from talking 
with them last fall, they were all very much disturbed about the 
Holland amendment and were very anxious to have it: removed. 
They felt that because of its adverse effect on soil conservation, 
about which our Ohio farmers are very deeply concerned, the Holland 
amendment should be removed in the interest of soil conservation, 
and they felt it would have no effect on the tobacco crop. 

Mr. Bass. The farmers of Tennessee are interested in soil conserva- 
tion. I have found farmers have been more disturbed in my area in 
the past year over some of the attempts being made to destroy the 
soil-conservation program than they have been about any other 
phase of farming in the past 20 years. 

Mr. Potx. I think that is true in Ohio. 

Mr. Bass. Certainly we do not want to do anything which will 
hinder the soil-conservation program—one of the greatest programs 
ever instituted by the Federal Government with reference to farming 
in my lifetime. 

Mr. Poagg. If everyone will discuss these problems with their own 
folks, they will have an opportunity, if there is any objection on the 
part of any segment, to present it Tuesday morning. I assure you, 
if there is objection, we will go into open hearing Tuesday morning 
and let them present their objections. 

Is there.any further matter to come before the subcommittee 
this morning? 

If not, the subcommittee will adjourn, to meet at 10 o’clock Tuesday 
morning, in room 1526, House Office Building. 

(The following statement was submitted to the committee:) 


STATEMENT oF Hon, E. Y. Berry, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE State or Sourn Dakota 


T am Representative E. Y. Berry of the Second Congressional District of South 
Dakota. I wish to emphasize today my strong support of my bill, H. R. 32, to 
repeal certain. restrictions imposed by the Agricultural Act of 1954 on payments 
under the agricultural conservation program, and any identical bills that are 
under consideration by your committee. 

Under the present provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended by section 311 of the Agricultural Act of 1954, conservation practices 
are being discouraged. 

Mr. c B. Quam, administrative officer of the South Dakota ASC committee, 
informs me that during 1954 compliance with the corn allotment program will 
be only about 40 percent. In other words, 60 percent of the farmers in the com- 
mercial corn area in South Dakota will have overplanted their allotment. These 
farmers will have lost their price support protection, but during 1954 they were 
still eligible to receive Federal cost-sharing payments under the agricultural 
conservation program. 
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However, because of the enactment of scetion 311 of the Agricultural Act of 
1954, during the year 1955 these same farmers will not be eligible for ACP pay- 
ments. 

Mr. Quam goes on to report that the general feeling of the farmers in South 
Dakota is that the price-support program should not be tied in with the AC 
program, In his letter to me under date of December 3, 1954, he wrote as follows: 

“Under the price-support program, the producer is being guaranteed greater 
returas for his product and he receives a direct monetary benefit; but in the case 
of the Federal cost-sharing in the AC program the producer must contribute out 
of his own pocket not less than 50 percent of the cost of carrying out the practice. 
The benefits accruing from the conservation practices may not be of a monetary 
benefit to him immediately, in fact it may take several years before he realizes 
any financial benefit from the practices carried out; but the consumers of the 
United States are assured that the benefits of the soil and water conservation 
program will insure to them a plentiful supply of food and fiber from the farms 
and ranches of America. 

“Therefore, it is the contention of the farmers that the Federal cost sharing 
should not be tied in with price supports and if a farmer does not stay within his 
allotment of wheat or corn, he should not be declared ineligible for cost sharing 
in the AC program.”’ 

I have also been contacted by numerous individuals throughout the State of 
South Dakota who have written to me and sent resolutions emphasizing that the 
existing regulation which rescinds cost-sharing payments where allotments are 
exceeded has the effect of discouraging establishment of good, sound soil-conserva- 
tion practices. 

In conclusion, I wish to again emphasize my position in support of this proposed 
legislation that would repeal the enactment of section 311 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1954. 

Thank you for the opportunity of presenting my views. 


(Whereupon, at 11 a. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, February 8, 1955.) 
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RESTRICTIONS 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1955 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION AND CREDITS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 1014, 
New House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage, chairman of the sub- 
committee, presiding. 

Mr. Poaace. The committee will come to order. 

I believe we have a quorum here. 

On Friday, we heard some 16 bills to repeal the so-called Holland 
amendment. At that time all of the statements were in favor of repeal 
except that Mr. Watts of Kentucky raised the question that the repeal 
as set out in the bills would repeal a provision of the cotton law which 
has been there for a long time; long before the Holland amendment was 
there. In other words, the cotton law has in effect had the provisions 
of the Holland amendment in it in years past. 

I have not been able to find anybody from the cotton area that 
knew any reason why we should continue that provision. I do not 
know how it helps anybody in the cotton area. We have compliance 
not because one would lose his soil-conservation payments if he did 
not comply, but because he would be penalized to the extent of half 
the value of his crop if he did not comply. 

As I have seen it, that has been the controlling factor in getting 
compliance with the cotton law. We are under marketing quotas. 
I think we will continue to be. I think when you are under » ie. worrn 
quotas, the Hclland amendment has no effect because the quotas will 
be controlling anyhow. It is when you are under acreage allotments 
only and have no specific sanction for exceeding your allotments that 
the Holland amendment becomes an effective instrumentality. 

As I suggested before you came, Mr. Watts, you raised the question 
that the cotton people might want to have the Holland amendment. 
We suggested that we wound hold a meeting here today, and give any- 
body who felt that they wanted to keep the Holland amendment either 
on cotton, tobacco, or anything else, an opportunity to come in. 

Mr. Watts is here. If you want to make a statement, we will be 
glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. WATTS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Warts. I made my statement the other day. I had a petition 
from some groups in Kentucky to the effect that any stumbling 
block to the production of excess tobacco that were in existence should 


17 








18 AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM RESTRICTIONS 


be retained. I have explored it a little further, and it is my opinion that 
they are going to ask for an increase in the penalty which, if passed— 
aad I cannot anticipate too much opposition to it in view of the fact 
that it certainly is the desire of the committee and the House to hold 
down surpluses as much as they. can—unless cotton makes a point of 
staying out, I do not believe tobacco will want to be out by itself. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Andresen, I do not know whether you came to 
make a presentation on this matter. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. What matter do you have before you? 

Mr. Poaces. We held hearings Friday on the 16 bills, and as I 
explained to the gentlemen before you came in, all of the testimony 
was for passage. But there was some question as to whether the 
cotton or tobacco people might want to retain this provision. Mr. 
Watts has just suggested that the tobacco people would not want to 
insist on retaining it unless the cotton people did. Nobody from the 
cotton area has suggested that they wanted to retain this. I talked 
to several and I find no disposition at all to try to keep it. 

Personally I see no reason for keeping it for cotton. 

Mr. Grant. No. I just wonder why we have not heard anything 
about it in all this time. 

Mr. Poaas. Nobody cares anything about keeping it. 

Mr. AnpresEN. Is this the Holland amendment? 

Mr. Poaaeg. Yes. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. We opposed this in the conference committee. 

Mr. Poaaer. That is right. We are proposing to try to take it out. 

Mr. AnpreEsEN. I am for that. You can put me on record for 
taking it out. 

Mr. Poaacs. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Warts. I just wanted to drop by, because I raised the question, 
to clarify it for you. 

Mr. Poaas. We appreciate you doing it. 

Mr. Warts. Maybe the thing does have some tendency to restrict 
production on crops, but it can be controlled otherwise. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Watts- leaves, in his 
remarks a question comes to mind more for clarifying my own think- 
ing, but he was mentioning there is some indication of a desire to 
increase the penalties for noncompliance. 

Mr. Warts. On burley tobacco. 

Mr. McInrtimgz. Is that due to the fact that there is substantial 
noncompliance? 

Mr. Warts. In 1953 the penalty was 40 percent. We had 6,500 
acres of noncompliance tobacco. That does not sound like a whole 
lot, but it is quite a factor. We raised that penalty last year. I 
appeared before Mr. Hill’s subcommittee. We raised it to 50 percent. 
But despite that, we are going to have 12,000 acres this year. We 
have to get it high enough to take the profit out of violating the 
program. 

Mr. McIntime., In view of that, there still is no basis for retaining 
this provision. That. is not a factor enough to retain it. Te 

Mr. Warts. 'That was the point I made a moment ago. Since the 
burley people had indicated a great need for increased penalty—and 
I think the Department recognizes it, too, I talked to Mr. Miller of 
the Tobacco Branch, and while I am not in a position to exactly quote 
him, he is in sympathy to raising the penalty —if the penalty is boosted 
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to sro 75 perceat, you probably would have enough deterrent in 
the law. 

Mr. Poace. Would you not think it would be true that if the 
50-percent penalty does not deter a man from growing tobacco that 
the loss of his conservation payments would have no effect? 

Mr. Warts. I would say the Holland amendment is more psycho- 
logical on the farmer than deterrent. They take the position that 
here is a man violating the program and he should be penalized in 
every way possible. 

Mr. McIntire. The only question that comes to my mind is that 
the increase in penalty has not yet been provided. Is there any merit 
in not removing it? 

Mr. Poace. it does not apply to tobacco now. I say it does not 
apply to tobacco. I should not say it that way. It did not apply to 
tobacco before we passed the Holland amendment. Cotton has always 
had that provision, or at least as long as I can remember. A man who 
overplanted his cotton allotment lost his soil-conservation payments. 

Mr. McIntire. Is that also true with tobacco prior to the Holland 
amendment? 

Mr. Poage. It was not true with respect to tobacco prior to the 
Holland amendment. Cotton was the only commodity. Now, if we 
repeal the Holland amendment, we will repeal the entire law unless 
we make some special provision, and the repeal will apply to cotton 
as well as to other commodities. We have a 50-percent penalty on 
cotton just as we now have on tobacco. There is not enough profit in 
cotton to justify a man planting cotton with a 50-percent penalty. 
I can see if you got enough profit you would have to have a higher 
penalty. I have never known anybody to deliberately grow cotton 
with the expectation of paying that 50-percent penalty. I do not 
know of a single instance of it. It is a most unusual situation in cotton 
if it has ever been done. Men have paid the penaity, but they did 
not go out planting the cotton with the deliberate idea they are going 
to pay the penalty. I can see they might do it under tobacco. If that 
is true, it would seem perfectly clear to me, then, the fact that they 
would lose these soil-conservation payments certainly is not going to 
keep them from overplanting. We will just lose the advantage of 
protecting our soil. 

The point that was made here Friday was—and I thought a good 
one—the purpose of the payments was not to enrich some farmer, but 
to improve our soil. If we want to penalize the soil of the Nation, we 
can do this thing, but it will not have any effect on crops like cotton 
and tobacco in restricting the production of them. But we will re- 
strict possibly to some degree—conceivably to some degree—the 
amount of soil conservation work that is done. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Poaage. I do not want to hasten this thing too much but there 
is a cotton subcommittee meeting on, and I know Mr. Grant and I 
both want to attend it. Is there any further discussion of this bill? 

Mr. Huu. This is what we discussed the other day. I do not think 
that we had enough opposition to the bill or none that we should not 
report it right out to the main committee for action. If you are ready 
for that, I will be glad to so move. 

Mr. Poaae. I am ready for it. We have 16 bills here. 
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Mr. Hinz, I do not care whose bill it is. I am willing to leave that 
to the chairman. I think Mr. Hope had one. 

Mr. Poaas. Yes; he has one. 

Mr. Hix. I would say that either you or Mr. Hope would introduce 
the bill. You are the chairman, if you would rather do it yourself—— 

Mr. Poace. I do not want to do it at all. 

Mr. Hit, I think an effort should be made to get it up as soon as 
you can. 

Mr. Poacs. Mr. Hope’s bill is No. 1573. Do you move that we 
approve it? 

Mr. Hitz, I do with your permission. I move, Mr, Chairman, 
that we report unanimously Mr. Hope’s bill, H. R. 1573, concerning 
the repeal of section 2 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

Mr. Poagp. Is there a second? 

Mr. McIntire. I second. 

I have a question that I would like to ask. Am I correct in assum- 
ing that the Department—I am sorry I was not here Friday—is on 
record? 

Mr. Poacr. The Department did recommend the legislation. 

Mr. McIntire. I second. 

Mr. Poacse. The motion has been made and seconded that we 
favorably report H. R. 1573, by Mr. Hope. All in favor say ‘“‘Aye’’; 


all opposed say ‘‘No.’’ It is unanimous, and the bill is favorably 


reported to the full committee. 
I trust there is nothing further to come before this subcommittee. 
Mr. Grant, I trust not. 
Mr. Poags. If not, we adjourn subject to call of the Chair, 
(Thereupon, at 10:20 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned subject to 


call.) 


x 








